As a doctoral candidate in the early 1990s, I proposed and later completed a qualitative dissertation (Poulin, 1993) . Despite the encouragement of my dissertation committee members, I proceeded with trepidation: None of them had experience in qualitative research and, while my preparation in traditional research design and methods had been strong, my doctoral program did not offer coursework in qualitative inquiry. I crossed disciplinary lines into sociology for a course in ethnomethodology, participated in an ethnomethodological research team, but learned that this approach was not a good fit for my research question. Ultimately, I was fortunate to find and enroll in a qualitative research course in a school of nursing at another university. This team-taught course introduced and compared grounded theory and Heideggerian hermeneutics. The grounded theory instructor, trained by Leonard Schatzman and Anselm Strauss, invited me to join an interdisciplinary qualitative research team to support my work; she ultimately served as a methodological consultant for my dissertation. My experience reflected what research has suggested: Despite the use of qualitative research by some early twentieth-century psychologists (e.g., Allport, 1937; Dollard, 1937) , and an ongoing call for methodological diversity in counseling psychology that began as early as the mid-1970s (e.g., Goldman, 1976; Haverkamp, Morrow, & Ponterotto, 2005; Hoshmand, 1989; Howard, 1983; Ponterotto, 2002) , the availability of training in qualitative research during that period of time was uneven in counseling psychology doctoral programs (Kopala, Goldman, Suzuki, & Galdi, 1996) .
Upon finishing my degree, I took a position in a counseling center at a large Midwestern university. When I first arrived on campus and shared my background and interest in qualitative research, numerous students and faculty approached me for consultation. Given the level of interest, I formed an informal, campus-based, multidisciplinary qualitative research team in 1994. On the basis of the success of this consultation group, I had the opportunity in 1997 to teach a semester-long introductory course in qualitative methods, a class I eventually taught more than a dozen times. Over time, I modified the course based on experience and student feedback, but initially consulted the literature to inform course design. Notwithstanding Hoshmand's (1989) comprehensive teaching proposal for alternate research paradigms, I discovered that the counseling psychology literature related to teaching qualitative research at that time was even more limited than the availability of training in qualitative research. The literature that specifically addresses training in qualitative research remains limited, and A. G. Rogers (2003) observed that most people currently teaching qualitative research never had access to formal training in the area.
According to Haverkamp et al. (2005) , guest editors for a recent special issue of the Journal of Counseling Psychology on qualitative research, qualitative inquiry holds promise for the advancement of counseling psychology. Although access to coursework appears to be more readily available in the past, it appears to remain uneven (Ponterotto, 2005b) . If we are to use qualitative research in the service of advancing the discipline, we must provide counseling psychology graduate students with opportunities for adequate and appropriate training. How then, might we assist students in entering this rich, yet complex field of inquiry?
In the following pages, I describe the design and implementation of a course that evolved over several years, offer a rationale for the decisions I made, situate the course with respect to relevant literature, explain my experiences of its limitations, and share lessons learned in the course of its implementation. To provide a description of the course that is sufficiently thick for readers to assess its transferability, I have adapted a schema proposed by grounded theorist Leonard Schatzman (1991) for structuring and analyzing complex phenomena. In its most basic form, the schema is an explanatory paradigm that asks the following series of questions: What processes occur under what conditions, with what consequences for whom? Thus, in the section entitled Contextual Considerations, I discuss some important conditions that influenced the course design, including characteristics of my intended audience. In the section on Course Objectives, I share my intended consequences, or outcomes, for class participants. In the sections labeled as Sequence and Readings and Strategies, I elaborate on assignments, models, texts, and classroom activities used in the service of achieving the objectives.
Closely linked to the context in which it was developed, this approach is not meant to be prescriptive. Rather, I offer it as an example of one educator's efforts to navigate the tensions involved in providing instruction appropriate to novice practitioners while maintaining the integrity of a complex phenomenon. In making my rationale visible, my intention is to offer a way of thinking about course design that might be valuable even for those readers whose contextual circumstances differ from those for which this course was intended, if only as a foundation for comparison and counterpoint.
While I sincerely hope there is something of value for every reader who takes the time to engage this material, it is intended for those with sufficient background to teach qualitative research. In my view, these individuals include those who have studied it as an evolving, complex field of study in its own right, can critique it on its own terms, and have theoretically grounded experience in the use of one or more of the multiple specific traditions within the field, ideally through formal or informal apprenticeships.
COURSE DESIGN

Contextual Considerations
Just as context is core to the design, conduct, and meaning of qualitative inquiry, it is my experience that the consideration of relevant contextual factors promotes successful teaching and learning (see also Suzuki, Ahluwalia, Arora, & Mattis, 2007 [TCP, special issue, part 3] ). Along with the influence of relevant literature, the evolving design of this introductory course in qualitative research was informed by several institutional factors, student preparation, and core aspects of my instructional lens.
INSTITUTIONAL FACTORS
Academic culture. Upon invitation to teach the course, I was given academic freedom to determine the design of a course that would be the first qualitative research course offered by the Department of Counseling Psychology. This department has long enjoyed a reputation as an accredited, nationally ranked, top-tier graduate program, particularly with respect to research productivity. Given this, I designed the course to fit an academically rigorous culture that had a particularly strong commitment to excellence in research training.
Curriculum factors.
A number of writers have identified philosophical underpinnings of research as an important foundation for training in qualitative inquiry (e.g., Hoshmand, 1989 , Hutchinson & Webb, 1991 McMullen, 2002; Morrow, 2007 [TCP, special issue, part 3] ; Ponterotto, 2005a; Traudt, 1981) . Typically offered through courses in systems of inquiry, I noted that such training did not appear to be available on campus. Furthermore, although the Departments of Sociology and Anthropology each offered a course in a tradition of qualitative inquiry appropriate to their respective disciplines, I was aware of only one other qualitative research course listed in the college to which the department of counseling psychology belonged; that course was listed in another department, focused on a specific tradition within qualitative inquiry, and was offered on an irregular basis.
On the basis of the absence of a course in systems of inquiry, I incorporated basic principles of philosophy of science into my course design. Given limited availability across campus of formal coursework in qualitative inquiry and the specialized focus of available courses, I focused on developing an introductory course that would offer students a point of entry into a varied, complex field. Finally, the campuswide paucity of coursework in qualitative research contributed to my frequent decision to accept students in excess of the enrollment cap of 20; during one semester, I accepted 28 students. The constructivist principles underlying a discovery-oriented approach to teaching more closely parallel the process of qualitative inquiry; however, a large class size limited my ability to offer individualized attention to students to facilitate their personal processes of discovery. Consequently, I designed and delivered course material in a visibly structured sequence, along with a series of assignments required of all students.
STUDENT PREPARATION
Most of the culturally and disciplinarily diverse students enrolled in my course were, to varying degrees, knowledgeable about quantitative research, an approach to inquiry that derives from the positivistic tradition that originated in the physical sciences (Polkinghorne, 1983) . For more in-depth discussions, see Carter 2006a , 2006b . Accordingly, they tended to define research in terms of methods associated with the hypothesis-testing model, yet seemed unfamiliar with the philosophical assumptions upon which this model is based. This seemed reasonable: Given the role of standardization in quantitative research and its dominance as an investigative paradigm, it is neither pragmatic nor necessary for instructors and researchers to articulate the philosophical assumptions underlying each step or technique.
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Students' familiarity with quantitative research methods and lack of familiarity with its philosophical underpinnings influenced course design in two ways. First, I used quantitative research as a foundation for building a conceptual bridge into qualitative inquiry. Second, I emphasized the philosophical underpinnings of research design, helping students to differentiate methods and methodology (McMullen, 2002) . Third, to consistently remind them of the connection between philosophical assumptions and research methods, I referred to quantitative research as the empirical-analytic approach (Habermas, 1987) , as I will for the remainder of this article.
THE INSTRUCTIONAL LENS
Qualitative research as an interpretive process. Qualitative research is a field of inquiry beset by definitional issues. According to Denzin and Lincoln (1994) , "A complex, interconnected family of terms, concepts and assumptions surrounds the term qualitative research" (p. 1). Given this, it was important to situate myself and the course material within the field without overwhelming students with complexity and detail. Toward these ends, and in the service of developing a common classroom language, I briefly explained my rationale for using the term interpretive rather than qualitative to describe this approach to inquiry.
I told students that I viewed our subject matter not as a set of methods, but as an approach to inquiry grounded in philosophical assumptions about the nature of the world, our relationship to it, and how we can come to know it. I expressed concern that the term qualitative obscures the unique philosophical tradition underlying the approach (T. B. Rogers, 2001) , because the terms quantitative and qualitative describe methods that are not exclusive to any particular approach to inquiry (Guba & Lincoln, 1994) . I suggested to students that the term interpretive better characterizes both the processes and products of this approach to inquiry (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994) . Accordingly, I told them that I planned to use the term interpretive rather than qualitative throughout the course, as I will in the remainder of this article.
To further situate myself within the field and to foreshadow the variety within it, I outlined my formal training and experience with grounded theory, Heideggerian hermeneutics, and ethnomethodology. I acknowledged my primary alignment with grounded theory, saving an introduction to the diversity and debates within grounded theory (Fassinger, 2005; Ponterotto, 2005a) for discussion of the variety within the field. I revisited the influences of these alignments throughout the semester, frequently reminding students that my assumptions influenced the ways in which I constructed the course material as well as my responses to their questions and comments.
The influence of the scientist-practitioner model. My instructional stance in the course was further informed by my professional identity as a counseling psychologist trained in the scientist-practitioner model. This model of training has been described as a living tradition within counseling psychology (Claiborn, 1984) , and directs counseling psychologists to consider the relationship between theory and practice. Consistent with this model, I believe that the quality of interpretive research depends in large part on the researcher's abilities to articulate the reciprocal relation between the theories and practices of interpretive inquiry, particularly in the absence of methodological prescription. My identity as a scientist-practitioner strengthened my commitment to teach interpretive inquiry in a way that connected the selection and implementation of methods to both general philosophical assumptions and specific theoretical frameworks within interpretive research (see Creswell, Hanson, Clark, & Morales, 2007 [TCP, special issue, part 3] ).
Course Objectives
The summary influence of these contextual considerations led me to design a rigorous introductory course for students who were familiar with the empirical-analytic paradigm, and present interpretive research as a multidimensional, philosophically grounded approach to inquiry representing a field in its own right. Toward this end, I focused on four course objectives.
RECOGNIZE AND PRACTICE A QUALITATIVE STANCE
In virtually all traditions of interpretive research, the researcher is considered the primary instrument of inquiry. Qualitative stance typically refers to the challenges involved in using the self as an instrument of inquiry, and is without an obvious analogue in empirical-analytic research. It is commonly held that researchers must develop a qualitative stance in order to engage appropriately and ethically in the process of interpretive inquiry (e.g., Daiute & Fine, 2003; Eisner, 1993; McAllister & Rowe, 2003) .
ARTICULATE PHILOSOPHICAL AND METHODOLOGICAL FOUNDATIONS OF RESEARCH DESIGN
As compared with the traditional approach to research, interpretive inquiry is unique in at least three ways (Denzin & Lincoln, 1994) : First, multiple traditions make up the field of interpretive inquiry, with no single approach enfranchised above others, and no standard language for discussing this variability. Second, interpretive research processes are typically nonlinear, and often determined as the data unfold. Third, interpretive approaches to inquiry tend not to prescribe standardized, well-operationalized methods. Under these conditions, a basic understanding of the philosophical assumptions that form the foundation of interpretive inquiry offers the interpretive researcher a conceptual basis for selecting research methods, thus promoting methodologically sound research design.
USE APPROPRIATE CRITERIA TO EVALUATE INTERPRETIVE RESEARCH STUDIES
An evaluation of an interpretive study based on inappropriate criteria risks meaningless conclusions about the quality of the inquiry. Furthermore, a poor understanding of criteria for quality can compromise a reader's ability to make sound judgments regarding the use of research results (Morrow, 2005) . To help them become informed consumers of interpretive research, I intended that students learn a way to assess a study based on criteria consistent with the assumptions of the paradigm and theoretical tradition upon which its research design was based.
DESCRIBE DIMENSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS OF VARIETY WITHIN INTERPRETIVE INQUIRY
While the development of a qualitative stance and an understanding of the practical implications of philosophical assumptions are necessary for methodologically sound research design and reasonable evaluation of interpretive research studies, I suggest that they are insufficient for at least two reasons. First, there is some variability among traditions with respect to positions on philosophical dimensions (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Ponterotto, 2005a) . Second, philosophical assumptions alone do not adequately account for the diversity among interpretive research traditions. Consequently, familiarity with one or more of the multiple traditions within interpretive inquiry becomes necessary to understand and evaluate other researchers' methodological decisions as well as to refine one's own designs (Rogers, 2003) . The importance of attention to specific approaches and their relevance for counseling psychology was reflected in a recent special issue of the Journal of Counseling Psychology (e.g., Fassinger, 2005; Kidd & Kral, 2005; Suzuki, Ahluwalia, Mattis, & Quizon, 2005; Wertz, 2005; Young, Valach, & Domene, 2005) . Thus, I assisted students in differentiating multiple traditions within interpretive inquiry and exploring the methodological implications of these differences.
Course Sequence and Readings
From a conceptual point of view, I divided the 16-week semester in half; the mid-term examination served as a turning point. Given their foundational nature, I introduced qualitative stance as well as established links between philosophy and methods during the 3-hr sessions of the first eight class meetings. I subsequently focused on criteria for evaluating interpretive research and exploring varieties of interpretive research in the final eight meetings of the second half of the semester. Thus, in the first half of the course we focused on characteristics common across multiple traditions within interpretive inquiry; in the second half, we attended to the differences among them.
1
On the basis of course objectives, I came to prefer two texts in particular. As a companion for the first half of the course, I assigned Naturalistic Inquiry (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) , a germinal work in the field. I selected the book for the authors' accessible comparison of naturalistic (later referred to by the authors as "constructivism"; Guba & Lincoln, 1994) and positivistic approaches to science, their model for criteria of scientific worth usable by both empirical-analytic and interpretive researchers, and their detailed introduction to elements of research design that support the quality, or trustworthiness, of interpretive research. For the second half of the course, I assigned Qualitative Inquiry and Research Design: Choosing Among Five Traditions (Creswell, 1998) . I chose Creswell's text for its emphasis on research design as a function not only of philosophical underpinnings but also of the influence of specific traditions within interpretive research. I typically supplemented these texts with emerging literature in the field, and made books from my private collection available to students through personal loan or library reserve. I also provided additional reading lists to guide students' explorations of specific theoretical frameworks in interpretive inquiry.
Evaluation
Students' final course grades were based on a 100-point scale. Consistent with the work of interpretive research, success depended both on the ability to work independently and with others. A written literature review and class participation in discussions and exercises were each worth 10% of the final grade. Grades on the mid-term examination, overall performance on in-class quizzes, an article critique, and a final dissertation critique project each accounted for 20% of the grade. Students were given opportunities to retake tests and rework assignments in order to achieve the levels of mastery, and grades, they sought.
TEACHING STRATEGIES
To assist students in achieving the course objectives, I used multimodal teaching strategies intended to address diverse learning styles. In a number of instances, a single exercise served multiple learning objectives. For an overview of the relation between course objectives and teaching strategies, please see Table 1 .
Teaching Recognition and Practice of a Qualitative Stance INTRODUCING AND DEFINING QUALITATIVE STANCE
Acknowledging to students the multiple descriptions of qualitative stance, I began by locating my assumptions and working definition within the broader discussion. In particular, I reiterated the influence of constructivism upon my understanding of qualitative stance, and indicated that later discussions regarding variety within the field would provide the basis for exploring alternative interpretations of the concept (see, for example, Yeh & Inman, 2007 [this issue] ). Then, elaborating on qualitative stance as an epistemological position (Dauite & Fine, 2003) , I described it as an approach to research participants, data collection, analysis, and reporting that is based on a set of core philosophical assumptions about the world, our relationship to it, and how we can come to know it. I described the core assumptions from a constructivist point of view (Ponterotto, 2005a) and discussed the practical consequences of these assumptions for engaging in inquiry. In doing so, I set the stage for a comparative discussion of the philosophical principles underlying interpretive and empirical-analytic approaches to inquiry.
ACTIVITIES AND ASSIGNMENTS TO FOSTER A QUALITATIVE STANCE
An experiential exercise to promote a qualitative stance. Over time, I used a variety of in-class and outside assignments designed to assist students in understanding and implementing a qualitative stance. For example, approximately 2 weeks into the course, I asked students to engage in a new experience in an unfamiliar setting. Then, in a written reflection assigned to promote the reflexivity of a qualitative stance, they described how the experiences both revealed and challenged the assumptions that shaped the lenses through which they interpreted their worlds. After some initial hesitation, students typically embraced this activity. They chose a wide variety of experiences, including attending services in a religious tradition with which they were unfamiliar, volunteering at an emergency shelter, spending a day in a nearby Amish town, calling a psychic hotline, and interacting with homeless people who were selling blood at a local plasma bank. More experiential activities are available in the pedagogical literature, including a specific book devoted to "stretching exercises" (Janesick, 1998) . Many students also reported enjoying assigned readings from an edited book that includes narratives by traditionally trained researchers describing their experiences of adopting a qualitative stance (Heshusius & Ballard, 1996) . Promoting qualitative stance through class process. Beginning in the first meeting, I both intentionally guided as well as spontaneously used class process to introduce, demonstrate, recognize, and reiterate the concept and practice of a qualitative stance. For example, I often began the course by asking students to introduce themselves, offering no preamble or introduction of my own. Following their introductions, I guided them to reflect upon the process: What did they experience? What did they notice about their own and others' introductions?
They typically reported surprise at what they described as an abrupt and unusual beginning, and acknowledged uncertainty about what was expected. This uncertainty, they usually said, led them to examine their assumptions about what it means to be who they are in various situations, and to introduce themselves accordingly. Their initial experiences of uncertainty and surprise offered an opportunity to introduce the importance of seeing the commonplace in new ways and tolerating ambiguity as a way of establishing a qualitative stance (Eisner, 1993) . They agreed that their descriptions of themselves and their definitions of introduction might vary across contexts, yet all remain true expressions of the phenomena; this allowed me to emphasize the role of context and the concept of multiple truths as core components of a qualitative stance. As they reflected on what they had and had not remembered about the disclosures of other students, I emphasized the importance of careful listening (Chase, 2003) ; I suggested that the tendency to recall unusual elements, or those to which we personally connect, can compromise attention to dimensions that are important from the speaker's perspective. I closed the exercise by conveying my expectation that we would work toward understanding and using a qualitative stance throughout the course, and encouraged them to point out instances in which they were aware of using it or seeing it in use.
Throughout the course, I continued to emphasize the critical role of a qualitative stance in interpretive research: I regularly coached students to articulate the assumptions underlying their comments, and modeled the importance of providing context for statements. For example, to the amusement of most, the exasperation of some but, most important, the notice of all, students came to expect that I typically responded to their concrete questions about methods by beginning with the phrase, "It depends." When they began to respond to each other in this matter, it was a signal to me that they were developing the foundations of a qualitative stance.
Qualitative stance in literature review. A qualitative stance influences not only how researchers engage in interpretive inquiry, but also tends to shape the way in which they read and use existing literature to inform their own work. In particular, literature reviews in the service of interpretive research Poulin / TEACHING QUALITATIVE RESEARCH 441 use or unauthorized distribution.
are often different in structure from those conducted as part of an empiricalanalytic research design. Those written for empirical-analytic research typically describe what is known about a phenomenon of interest in order to identify the gap in knowledge the researcher plans to address. Many interpretive researchers, on the other hand, tend to review the ways in which phenomena have been understood and approached. This approach can assist the researcher in remaining open to multiple perspectives and unexpected responses, and reflects the philosophical assumption that truth is contextual and subjective. For example, grounded theorists tend to take an approach that some refer to as a dimensional analysis of literature (e.g., Schatzman, 1991) .
To help students apply the concept of qualitative stance to this part of the research process, I assigned them to write an abbreviated literature review in the form of a dimensional analysis, using three published research articles on a topic of personal interest to them.
When conducting a dimensional analysis of literature the writer identifies the dimensions that have been used to understand the phenomenon, and also identifies the perspectives from which it has been studied (Poulin, 1993; Schatzman, 1991; Strauss, 1987) . To assist students in approaching literature in this manner, I provided them with stimulus questions (B. Bowers, personal communication, September 1992) . First, how is the phenomenon conceptualized? To guide them in their responses, I directed them to answer as many of the following questions as possible: What seemed to be the main categories or dimensions used to define or describe the phenomenon? Of these, which were considered to be central, and which peripheral? What appeared to be the main debates and questions about the phenomenon? What seemed to be the main problems associated with the phenomenon? Second, what conditions and contextual factors were perceived to influence the phenomenon? Of these, which seemed most important, and which were treated as more peripheral? Third, whose perspectives about the phenomenon were represented? Whose might have been missing? What might be the relation of these perspectives to each other? Finally, I encouraged the students to write the literature review in a tentative, rather than definitive, voice as a means of reflecting the interpretive researcher's typical openness to alternative meanings and truths, as well as her or his awareness of the inevitable presence of an interpretive lens.
Using language that reflects a qualitative stance. Students often reported that the abbreviated literature review assignment sensitized them to the nuances of language and the ways in which word choice influences perceived meanings. Ponterotto (2005a) pointed out that rhetoric, "the language used to present the procedures and results of research" (p. 32), emerges from one's beliefs about the nature of reality and how we can come to know it. To further promote a qualitative stance by encouraging language more consistent with interpretive traditions, we developed an ongoing list of terms typically used in empirical-analytic research. In particular, students identified words that could reflect philosophical assumptions inconsistent with interpretive inquiry. For example, bias is a word commonly associated with the assumption that a detached, objective relationship with research participants is possible, while the term fact suggests the notion of a single, irrefutable truth. Though I emphasized that it would be inconsistent with a qualitative stance to reify a single meaning for any word, careful attention to language is consistent with the interpretive approach. Students expanded their list over the course of the term, and playfully "caught" themselves and each other in potential inconsistencies between intended meaning and word choice.
Teaching Philosophical and Methodological Foundations of Research Design LEVERAGING FAMILIARITY WITH THE EMPIRICAL-ANALYTIC APPROACH
Given students' familiarity with empirical-analytic research, it was not unusual for them to experience one of two strong responses to interpretive inquiry. Some students categorically rejected it, and others embraced it without question or critique. These two very different responses seemed related to a particular characteristic of interpretive inquiry: The absence of prescriptive method in the context of considerable diversity within the field. Those who rejected interpretive approaches to inquiry noted the absence of hypotheses, well-operationalized dependent and independent variables, standardized questions and instruments, random sampling, and large sample sizes. For these students, such characteristics signified that interpretive research is not "real science"; it is just anecdote and conversation, useful at best for exploratory work. On the other hand, those who uncritically embraced it often perceived theoretical diversity and absence of prescription not only as freedom from statistics but also from intentionality and accountability. Neither response is conducive to becoming an informed consumer or practitioner of interpretive research.
To introduce principles of research design, I developed an approach that allowed students to leverage their familiarity with empirical-analytic research in the service of approaching the complexities of interpretive research design. In particular, I demonstrated to students that many of their doubts and questions about interpretive research were based on criteria for "good" empirical-analytic research that are rooted in particular philosophical assumptions. Using the concept of parallel criteria (Guba, 1981; Lincoln & Guba, 1985 , 2000 , I suggested that many interpretive and empirical-analytic researchers share concern for four general criteria of research quality; however, because of different philosophical assumptions, the specific ways in which they define and meet the demands of these criteria differ. Insofar that methodology is the theory of method, or the connection between philosophical assumptions and method (McMullen, 2002) , I sought to offer students a methodologically sound way to think about research design. I taught this logic of inquiry in five steps.
TEACHING A LOGIC OF INQUIRY IN FIVE STEPS
Step 1. First, I introduced the philosophical underpinnings of interpretive research by placing them in dialogue with those that inform the positivistic tradition, adapting the framework used by Lincoln and Guba (1985) to compare the two scientific paradigms in terms of epistemological, ontological, and axiological assumptions. Using colloquial terms to describe these philosophical dimensions, the students and I compared the two paradigms in terms of their positions with respect to the relationship of the researcher to the research participant, number of realities, stability of nature, and the relation between parts and whole of a given phenomenon. Thus, the philosophical assumptions foreshadowed in the discussion during the first class meeting about qualitative stance were reinforced, introduced in a more systematic manner, and explored in relation to those associated with empirical-analytic research.
Students had opportunities to explore this topic in numerous ways, including discussions, drawing, film, written reflections, and readings. Spirited discussions often took place around the question of whether methods used in the natural sciences should be applied to the social sciences. The task of drawing a scientist typically was met with playfulness and laughter, and led to dialogue about definitions of science. One student drew two large eyes and wrote beneath them, "Someone with both eyes wide open"; this opened a philosophical discussion about whether that which is not directly observable qualifies as data, and raised the issue of whose perspective is enfranchised in research. Dialogue of this kind was enriched by discussion about a film called Mindwalk (Cohen & Capra, 1990) , in which a poet, a politician, and a quantum physicist argue the comparative merits and shortcomings of the traditional, reductionistic approach to science and a more holistic approach represented by systems theory. The related question of how much certainty students need in their lives frequently evoked interesting written reflections. Finally, students sometimes expressed surprise when they learned, through reading about the work of the Vienna Circle in the 1930s (Polkinghorne, 1983) , that the current definition of empirical-analytic research is only the most recent in a history characterized by tense debate and evolution.
Step 2. Having differentiated the philosophical assumptions underlying the two traditions of science, I next turned students' attention to the concept of criteria for scientific worth (Guba, 1981; Lincoln & Guba, 1985 , 2000 . Lincoln and Guba suggested that empirical-analytic and interpretive researchers are both concerned with criteria of scientific worth known as truth value, applicability, consistency, and neutrality. However, these two approaches to science address these criteria of scientific worth in different ways. Accordingly, students learned that those who practice the received view of science are concerned with internal validity, external validity, reliability, and objectivity; interpretive researchers are instead concerned with credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability, respectively.
Acknowledging to students that the use of parallel criteria for trustworthiness is a subject of debate (Morrow, 2005) , I explained that this model offers a conceptual bridge between empirical-analytic and interpretive research, and is especially useful for discussing interpretive research with those who are more familiar with a traditional view of science. I suggested to students that while philosophical assumptions describe a position about the nature of the world, our relationships to it, and ways we can come to know it, criteria for scientific worth form the basis for evaluating the quality of research. I added that criteria for scientific worth are also related to methodological choices: A rationale for research design is connected to our assumptions about what it means to do good science (Haverkamp & Young, 2007 [TCP, special issue, part 3] ).
In this step of the sequence, we reviewed commonly accepted definitions of the criteria for scientific worth in empirical-analytic research, and revisited the questions that formed the foundation for the skepticism some students expressed about interpretive research as they entered the class. We listed each question and then connected it to the criterion of scientific worth in empirical-analytic research to which it most closely seemed to relate. In small groups, students generated and categorized additional questions that challenged interpretive research based on empirical-analytic criteria for scientific worth. Given that the criteria for scientific worth differ in interpretive and empirical-analytic research, I framed to them that it is methodologically inappropriate to use criteria from one approach to evaluate the other.
Step 3. The third step in teaching this model often emerged from class discussion insofar that, at this point, someone typically asked the following question: How can there be two different sets of criteria for scientific worth? Our earlier attention to philosophical issues prepared many students to explain this for themselves and their peers. They were able to reason that these two different approaches to truth value, applicability, consistency, and neutrality reflect the difference between the philosophical assumptions underlying the two views of science. I challenged them: How so? Can you articulate the logic of these connections?
We proceeded to construct logical linkages between the criteria of scientific worth as expressed in each paradigm and the philosophical assumptions with which they seemed to most directly and obviously relate. A simple yet reasonable heuristic routinely emerged. Truth value, concerned with how one establishes confidence in the findings, was connected to assumptions about the number of realities, or truths, assumed to exist. Applicability, which addresses how one determines the degree to which findings can be extended beyond the specific study, was related to assumptions about the nature of the relation between the parts of a phenomenon and its whole. Consistency, oriented toward how one decides whether findings would be repeatable if the study were conducted with similar others, was linked to assumptions about the stability of nature. Neutrality, focused on how one establishes the degree to which the findings represent the viewpoints of participants instead of researchers, was connected to assumptions about the relationship between the researcher and phenomenon or individuals of interest.
Step 4. As we arrived at the fourth step in the sequence, most students understood that techniques used in traditional hypothesis-testing research do not fit interpretive inquiry, but many remained unclear about the demands that alternative criteria for scientific worth place upon the researcher, as well as techniques for meeting these demands. Thus, after exploring the meaning of each criterion for scientific worth as they are defined within their respective scientific traditions, we asked the following: What is the researcher's task with respect to each of these criteria for scientific worth, and what techniques allow the researcher to meet these demands? Just as empirical-analytic researchers must address threats to internal and external validity, reliability, and objectivity, interpretive researchers must address parallel concerns related to credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability. Taken together, these dimensions refer to the trustworthiness (Lincoln & Guba, 1985 , 2000 of an interpretive study. I introduced students to the demands and methods for establishing trustworthiness through readings and class discussions. For a thorough discussion of methods for establishing trustworthiness, I refer the reader to Guba (1985, 2000) .
Step 5. With these components in place, students were prepared to address questions typically asked of interpretive researchers that are based in the assumptions of empirical-analytic research. I offered them a strategy that connects the components to form a "translation" model; the translation is accomplished through completion of seven tasks (see Table 2 ). The model allowed students to translate questions asked from a traditional research perspective into those that make sense from the perspective of an interpretive researcher, and respond accordingly.
For example, the novice researcher might be asked to respond to a question that challenges his or her ability to remain unbiased when the intensity and duration of the contact with participants promotes the development of personal relationships. Using the heuristic device described in Table 2 , the student might respond in the following manner:
Your question about researcher bias reflects a concern about objectivity, which is based in the philosophical assumption that an investigator can observe a phenomenon without influencing it if sufficient care is taken. As an interpretive researcher, I value neutrality as well, but rather than focus on objectivity, I am concerned instead with the confirmability of my findings: This is related to the alternate philosophical assumption that, due to the subjective nature of reality, the investigator and research participant are inextricably intertwined. To meet the demands of confirmability, I must establish that my findings are reasonable, not that I have maintained "objectivity." To establish that my findings are reasonable, I keep a reflexive journal that tracks my assumptions and interpretive analyses as they emerge from intensive interviews and participant observation. I submit this audit trail to a confirmability audit.
The mid-term examination was constructed to be a practical test. It required students to demonstrate understanding of the relations among philosophical assumptions, methodological issues, and research methods by answering questions consistent with those asked of students in defense meetings when proposing interpretive dissertations to faculty trained primarily in empirical-analytic science. To complete the exam, students chose from among a variety of questions, some of which they had written in earlier class exercises. I usually gave students the option of a written or oral exam, because an oral exam would more closely approximate the experiences they might have during a dissertation proposal defense meeting.
Teaching Use of Appropriate Criteria to Evaluate Interpretive Studies INTRODUCING THE COMPLEXITY OF EVALUATION
In the past three decades, interpretive researchers have developed and extended a broad range of unique, theoretically diverse voices (Guba & Lincoln, 1994) . Even within specific frameworks, there may be multiple elaborations representing theoretical debates and divergences. In this context, Poulin / TEACHING QUALITATIVE RESEARCH 447 use or unauthorized distribution.
the task of teaching and learning how to evaluate interpretive research is especially challenging.
Given these circumstances, I intended to convey three basic points. First, issues of quality criteria in the field are evolving and remain unresolved (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Morrow, 2005) . Second, evaluation criteria should reflect the philosophical underpinnings of the research approach being used (Morrow, 2005) . Third, evaluation criteria should also be consistent with the theoretical assumptions of the specific framework that informs a study. In support of the first point, we comparatively reviewed broad approaches to evaluation of interpretive research (e.g., Cobb & Hagemaster, 1987; Elder & Miller, 1995) . We later extended this review when, as part of our exploration of variety within interpretive research, we discussed criteria for evaluating specific theoretical frameworks, such as grounded theory (e.g., Bowers, 1988; Fassinger, 2005) .
In the service of the second and third points, as well as to apply concepts developed in the first half of the semester, students evaluated interpretive studies based on assessment of the author's attention and approach to 10 dimensions, including (a) specific theoretical framework, (b) purpose of the study, (c) research question, (d) literature review, (e) trustworthiness, (f) sampling, (g) data collection, (h) data analysis, (i) role of the researcher with respect to participants, and (j) and contribution to the field. With respect to the first dimension, I asked students to assess the degree to which 448 THE COUNSELING PSYCHOLOGIST / May 2007 Step Task 1 Identify the specific empirical-analytic criterion of scientific worth upon which the question is based. 2
Explain the philosophical assumption underlying this specific empirical-analytic criterion of scientific worth. 3
Identify the relevant general criterion of scientific worth shared by empirical-analytic and interpretive researchers. 4
Identify the comparable specific criterion of scientific worth relevant to the interpretive researcher. 5
Explain the alternative philosophical assumption that describes the position of the interpretive researcher. 6
Describe the interpretive researcher's task with respect to the relevant specific interpretive criterion of scientific worth. 7
Describe methods used in interpretive research to meet the demands of the relevant specific interpretive criterion of scientific worth.
the author identified and adequately described a specific tradition (or traditions) of interpretive inquiry as a basis for research design. I then directed them to critique the remaining 9 dimensions in three primary ways: First, did the author's use of language reflect a qualitative stance? Second, did the author's approach appear to be consistent with the philosophical assumptions common across traditions within interpretive inquiry? Third, was the approach consistent with the tenets of the specific interpretive tradition used to inform the research? Initially, students' abilities to assess the latter relied on the degree of descriptive detail authors provided about the theoretical frameworks that guided their research. As we continued to explore the variety within interpretive inquiry, students became more able to identify the influences of various approaches, sometimes even in the absence of authors' explicit explanations.
CLASS ASSIGNMENTS FOR APPLYING EVALUATION CRITERIA
Students had four opportunities to apply these criteria for evaluating interpretive research. First, upon introducing the criteria, I asked class members to revisit and reflect on the articles they had read for their recently completed literature reviews, and discuss the ways in which these categories appeared to have been handled by the authors. Second, I selected an article that we read and then critiqued together in class; I typically chose an article in which the evaluation categories appeared to have been particularly well addressed from an interpretive perspective (e.g., Morrow & Smith, 1995) . Third, students worked in small groups to develop a written critique of an article they chose. Fourth, as an integrative assignment in lieu of a final examination, students working in small groups selected a dissertation to critique; they presented their critiques orally during the last two class meetings, and provided me with written summaries of their main points. To promote their exposure to the variety within interpretive inquiry, I required that the article and dissertation represent two different theoretical frameworks within interpretive inquiry.
Along with developing students' skills as consumers of interpretive research and reinforcing concepts related to qualitative stance and research design, these exercises served two additional purposes. First, because of the structure of the assignments, I emphasized to students that their small group critiques of articles and dissertations offered them an experience analogous to certain forms of interpretive data analysis, which is often conducted in research teams: In particular, each group was required to cite specific quotes from the studies to establish the credibility and confirmability of its interpretations, as well as provide me with a copy of the article so that I could place interpretations in context. I provided detailed feedback notes on article critiques, which could be used as resources when the groups advanced to dissertation critiques. Second, a critique of an interpretive dissertation offered students insight into the challenges and possibilities associated with interpretive research, as well as illustrated that it is possible to undertake and complete an interpretive dissertation.
To promote active engagement during the final presentations, audience members were required to provide specific written feedback to the presenters regarding the degree to which they adequately addressed and supported each category for evaluation. Notwithstanding the rudimentary nature of these assignments, they introduced students to a philosophically grounded, methodologically based approach to evaluating interpretive research. Furthermore, the assignments simultaneously exposed students to the variety within interpretive inquiry.
Teaching Dimensions and Implications of Variety Within Interpretive Inquiry CLASSIFYING APPROACHES WITHIN INTERPRETIVE INQUIRY
After introducing an approach for critiquing interpretive research and modeling the critique of an exemplar article, I began systemically introducing students to the variety within interpretive inquiry. At this point in the course, most students were curious about these differences and, in particular, their implications for practice. Virtually all understood that there are no universally accepted research protocols in interpretive research and now asked, "If there are no standard ways to proceed, how do I know what to do?"
We began by exploring a taxonomic approach that categorizes interpretive inquiry into two broad types, including critical theory (and related ideological positions) and constructivism (Guba & Lincoln, 1994) . Along with providing students a manageable framework for considering the variety within interpretive inquiry, I found this taxonomy useful for three additional reasons. First, it reiterated the philosophical and methodological differences between interpretive and empirical-analytic approaches. Second, it expanded on our initial discussion of philosophical debates between empirical-analytic and interpretive sciences by introducing students to debates within interpretive inquiry. Third, the categories contained in the comparative classification structure provided an opportunity to extend our discussion of criteria for evaluating interpretive research. To emphasize that there are multiple ways to classify the many theoretical frameworks within interpretive inquiry, we briefly reviewed two other taxonomic approaches based on strategy (Wolcott, 1992) and research interest (Tesch, 1990) .
SYSTEMATIC EXPLORATION OF THREE SPECIFIC APPROACHES
To deepen students' understanding of the variety within interpretive inquiry, I chose three specific theoretical frameworks for additional exploration, including grounded theory, Heideggerian hermeneutics, and critical theory. I selected these approaches for both theoretical and practical reasons. With respect to theoretical rationale, these three approaches represent examples from the two major categories of interpretive inquiry discussed by Guba and Lincoln (1994) . Yet, notwithstanding their common foundations in constructivism, grounded theory and hermeneutics are significantly different from each other, particularly with respect to aim of inquiry, data collection, and data analysis. From a practical perspective, these approaches complemented and extended the material in the primary text for this part of the course (Creswell, 1998) . Furthermore, I have had specific training and experience in both grounded theory and hermeneutics and am adequately conversant in critical theory. In addition, grounded theory has gained popularity in counseling psychology and has been identified as "one of the most established and respected interpretive methods" (Ponterotto, 2005a, p. 133) . Finally, colleagues and advanced students from the informal interpretive research team I led made themselves available as guest speakers to illustrate each of these approaches in practice.
A MODEL FOR EXPLORING SPECIFIC APPROACHES
To prepare students for the guest speakers, we explored each of these three approaches in terms of 10 dimensions. A number of these dimensions mirrored those we used to evaluate interpretive research studies. Consequently, the model strengthened students' abilities to assess the adequacy of authors' descriptions of theoretical frameworks, as well as the degree to which the authors' approaches were consistent with the tenets of the specific interpretive traditions used to inform their research.
The first three dimensions of the approach directed the learner's attention to broad contextual dimensions, including (a) the discipline with which the theoretical framework tends to be associated, (b) the person or group credited with the development of the approach, and (c) critical incidents and debates in its historical development. The next three dimensions further specified the nature of the theoretical framework and introduced its implications for research design. These dimensions included (d) the general purpose of research conducted in this framework, (e) the role of the researcher and her or his relationship to participants, and (f) the types and aspects of phenomena typically explored by researchers using the framework. The next three dimensions addressed methods, including characteristic approaches to (g) sampling, (h) data collection, and (i) data analysis. Finally, in order to preserve the connection between theoretical framework and philosophical foundations, students were asked to (j) assess the degree to which the framework reflected, refined, or even rejected any of the previously discussed philosophical assumptions underlying interpretive inquiry. This final dimension allowed students to expand their understanding of variability in philosophical assumptions, as illustrated by Ponterotto (2005a) in his comparison of the philosophical anchors underlying consensual interpretive research and grounded theory. This 10-point model was provided in advance to guest speakers, who reiterated these dimensions in relation to their research studies. Most students enjoyed the guest speakers and reported particular value in seeing examples of data analysis.
CONNECTING THEORY AND PRACTICE THROUGH SKILL BUILDING
Following systematic exploration of three theoretical frameworks through reading, discussion, and interaction with guest speakers, students were usually ready to practice a qualitative stance from the perspective of a specific theoretical framework. Interviewing is a data collection technique common to numerous traditions within interpretive inquiry (Kvale, 1996) . Therefore, as an in-class activity, students formed triads and selected a topic around which to practice interviewing.
Each member of the triad was responsible for interviewing a peer in the three-person group from the perspective of one of the three theoretical frameworks explored in class. The third member of each triad acted as observer, and was directed to attend to the extent to which the interviewer's approach reflected the philosophical assumptions common across interpretive inquiry, as well as the characteristics of the specific theoretical tradition used by the interviewer.
During the debriefing, students were asked to reflect on their experiences in each of their roles. Their reflections were exceptionally rich and varied and often addressed the practical challenges of the interpretive interview. Of particular pedagogical value was the common observation that the theoretical framework provided parameters that helped focus their attention and guide their questions. I connected this observation to a frequently asked question: How do you know when you're finished with an interpretive study? They quickly saw that, in combination with the boundaries implied by a particular research question, a specific theoretical framework helps to focus a study in the service of completion by virtue of its characteristic aim of inquiry and the typical dimensions to which it attends.
When time permitted, I sometimes asked students to audiotape and transcribe their brief interviews, and then reflect on their experiences.
Notwithstanding the variability of students' reflections, most expressed surprise at the amount of time and number of methodological decisions involved in the work of transcription. Their transcriptions also provided them with further opportunities to reflect on the challenges of careful listening and responding in a way that is consistent with one's philosophical and theoretical assumptions.
DISCUSSION
Limitations of Course Design
While the reader may identify more limitations related to the transferability of this approach to a different context, I am aware of at least three primary limitations to this course design. First, despite opportunities to practice a number of the techniques commonly associated with interpretive research in relation to specific theoretical frameworks, the course does not offer an opportunity to apply these skills in the context of a studentdesigned research project. This is in tension with the holistic, contextualized manner in which interpretive researchers typically approach the study of phenomena. Educators who prefer a project-based learning approach might consider limiting class size: An experiential approach worked well in the small, informal interpretive research team I led insofar that I was able to provide each participant with enough support and feedback to prevent threats to the methodological integrity of his or her work.
Second, the designation of one-to-one relations between criteria of scientific worth and philosophical assumptions can minimize the interconnectedness of the dimensions and oversimplify the complex relation between philosophy and methods. In other words, the model connects philosophical assumptions, criteria for scientific worth, and methods in a linear fashion that is again in tension with the interpretive researcher's holistic approach to the study of phenomena. Furthermore, to suggest a relation and any degree of comparability between the two traditions of science is fundamentally inconsistent with some theoretical positions within interpretive inquiry (Morrow, 2005) .
Lastly, this course design does not address two important trends within interpretive research: mixed methodology and the use of technology in data collection and analysis. I view these topics as entirely relevant to students of interpretive inquiry, yet time limitations require choices, as with any course. I assume that mixed-methods designs present special opportunities and challenges, and therefore are most effectively used by researchers who understand the design principles of both interpretive and empirical-analytic research. My choice to limit discussion about the use of technology to support interpretive Poulin / TEACHING QUALITATIVE RESEARCH 453 use or unauthorized distribution.
inquiry is related to a similar assumption: I believe technology is most effectively used when the researcher understands the demands of the qualitative stance. This understanding eschews the use of software as a substitute for the use of self as research instrument. I made these assumptions and limitations visible to students, modeling the grounded theorist's tendency to notice and articulate not only what is present but also what appears to be absent (Glaser, 1978) . Other educators in different contexts might reasonably place a different priority on these topics.
Lessons Learned: Practical Tips
It is my experience that each class is unique with respect to characteristics and dynamics, and so requires an instructor to be responsive, flexible, and creative. Over time, however, several strategies emerged as particularly useful in supporting the achievement of course objectives and student learning. These strategies also reflect some of the challenges I encountered in teaching this course.
DIFFERENTIATE THE ROLES OF HELPER AND INTERPRETIVE RESEARCHER
Students from the helping professions often benefited from special assistance in differentiating the roles of helper and interpretive researcher, because both use the self as an instrument of data collection and interpretation. To introduce this distinction, I used two sequential role-plays. In the first vignette, I conducted a clinical intake interview with an actor who portrays a person suffering from depression. In a second interview with the same actor, I conducted the interview from the point of view of an interpretive researcher interested in the phenomenon of depression; depending on the students' interests, I conducted this from either a grounded theory or hermeneutic perspective. During the debriefing, students noted their perceptions of similarities and differences, and I emphasized the relation between my role-dependent intentions and interview strategies.
EXPECT EMOTIONAL RESPONSES FROM STUDENTS
Given that the course asked students to consider basic beliefs about themselves, the world, and their relationships to it, class material and activities often engendered emotional responses. Consequently, I found it beneficial to acknowledge and normalize the possibility of these responses early in the course in a descriptive, compassionate, nonjudgmental manner. I also found it helpful to respond to affect with a qualitative stance, modeling for students how to suspend assumptions in the service of exploring another's perspective under stressful circumstances.
TEACH TO CONVEY, NOT CONVERT
It is my experience that interpretive researchers, especially those who were initially trained in disciplines dominated by positivism, can be very enthusiastic about the value and contribution of interpretive inquiry. When unbridled enthusiasm is perceived as a rejection of the worldview upon which empirical-analytic research is based, the credibility of both the instructor and the interpretive approach can become compromised. To draw students into the kind of curiosity that is consistent with a qualitative stance, I suggested that interpretive research is one, but not the only, valuable approach to inquiry. I emphasized that my purpose was to offer a way to understand interpretive inquiry on its own terms, and to underline the importance of fit between research purpose and design.
MAINTAIN A BALANCE BETWEEN STRUCTURE AND AMBIGUITY
Insofar that interpretive research design and data analysis are iterative and emergent processes, the interpretive researcher must frequently tolerate ambiguity. Thus, a course design that provides an opportunity to experience and reflect on one's capacity for this skill can be an asset to student learning. On the other hand, the capacity to tolerate ambiguity in an interpretive research course may be compromised not only by the disappointed expectation of interpretive research as a sequential, linear, standardized process, but also by the personal challenges that some students experience when faced with a view of the world that may be fundamentally different from their own. Consequently, I found it helpful to pay careful attention to the balance in the overall course and in each class meeting between structure and ambiguity, depending on the characteristics of the group. Ponterotto (2005a) called upon counseling psychologists to reflect on their personal assumptions about the nature and potential value of qualitative research, and further suggested that it is well suited to advancing an understanding of multicultural counseling training and practice (Ponterotto, 2002) . Given the close relation between multiculturalism and social advocacy, this may be a particularly auspicious time for the emergence of interpretive research and more widespread availability of appropriate training: Insofar that social advocacy has recently been identified as a core component of a mature, stabilized identity for counseling psychology (Fouad et al., 2004) , interpretive research has the potential to inform issues core to the identity of the profession (Ponterotto & Grieger, 2007 [ 
CONCLUDING THOUGHTS
this issue]).
Though interest in interpretive research once again appears to be waxing, realization of its potential for counseling psychology requires advancement from status as an alternative paradigm to a core component of mainstream graduate curricula: Introductory courses, however well designed and well intended, are insufficient to promote expanded use and adequately prepared researchers and educators. For this shift to happen, the generative conversations that are taking place in classrooms, offices, conference symposia, and journals must also occur among those charged with the responsibility and authority to make curriculum and personnel decisions in our academic departments, colleges, and accrediting bodies. Even more important, such discussions must engender actionable plans that integrate interpretive research into graduate research curricula, outline well-sequenced series of sophisticated courses, articulate the credentials of those who are competent to teach them, and commit resources to recruit and retain appropriately trained faculty. Only with systemic change might we expect to realize, and help students to realize, the potential of interpretive research for our field. NOTE 1. A copy of a sample course syllabus is available from the author upon request.
